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resumo 
 
A agressão e vitimização entre adolescentes em contexto escolar não 
é uma problemática recente. É, isso sim, uma realidade em 
crescimento no contexto escolar, ainda não totalmente compreendida 
ou adequadamente avaliada. O objetivo desta tese foi preparar e 
validar um instrumento que avaliasse a agressão, vitimização e 
comportamentos prossociais de uma forma quantitativa, acessível, de 
confiança e relativamente rápida. O Questionário Revisto de 
Experiencia Entre Pares (QREEP) cumpre estes requisitos na medida 
em que avalia estes três constructos de uma vez, quer para as 
vítimas, quer para os agressores. Com este objetivo, foi recrutada 
uma amostra de 941 adolescentes (49,1% rapazes, 50,9% raparigas). 
A idade dos participantes variou entre os 9 e os 20 anos, sendo que 
as raparigas foram significativamente mais novas que os rapazes. No 
que respeita à escolaridade, 82,5% dos estudantes frequentavam 
entre o 5º e o 8º ano de escolaridade, e 16,4% frequentavam anos 
entre o 9º e o 12º ano de escolaridade. A análise fatorial confirmatória 
sobre os dados demonstram uma boa estrutura interna em ambas as 
versões do instrumento, bullying e vitimização, nas suas formas 
aberta, relacional e reputacional, bem como, o dar e receber 
comportamentos prossociais na versão bullying e vitimização 
respetivamente. Este modelo de medida foi invariante entre géneros e 
apresentou uma consistência interna e indicadores de validade 
convergente adequados. A análise descritiva mostrou que os rapazes 
são mais agressivos na forma aberta e relacional e vitimizados 
através de agressividade aberta, ao passo que, as raparigas tendem a 
ser mais agressivas e vitimizadas de forma relacional. Os níveis de 
comportamentos prossociais foram mais elevados do que qualquer 
tipo de agressividade ou vitimização para ambos os sexos. Os 
resultados desta investigação sugerem que o QREEP é válido e de 
confiança, estruturalmente estável nas medidas de agressão, 
vitimização e comportamento prossocial na presente amostra de 
adolescentes, recolhida em contexto escolar. O uso deste instrumento 
pode auxiliar investigadores na aquisição de um conhecimento mais 
profundo sobre comportamentos associados à agressividade na 
adolescência, quer dada quer recebida, bem como, no auxílio à 
planificação de estratégias de intervenção.  
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Victimization and aggression among adolescents in school settings is 
not a recent issue. It is however a growing problem not yet fully 
understood or properly evaluated. The goal of this thesis was to 
prepare and validate an instrument that addresses aggression, 
victimization and prosocial behavior in a quantitative, accessible and 
relatively fast format. The Revised Peer Experience Questionnaire 
(RPEQ) fulfills these needs since it accesses these tree constructs at 
once, for both aggressors and victims. For this purpose, a sample of 
941 adolescent was recruited (49.1% males and 50.9% females). 
Participants’ age varied from 9 to 20 years old, and girls were 
significantly younger than boys. Regarding their school grade, 82.5% 
of the students attended middle school grades and 16.4% attended 
high school grades. Confirmatory factor analysis confirms the internal 
structure of the bully and victim versions of the instrument, as 
evaluating overt, relational and reputational aggression/ victimization 
and providing/ receiving  prosocial behavior, respectively. This 
measurement model was invariant across genders, and presented 
adequate internal consistency and convergent validity indicators. 
Descriptive analysis furthermore shows that boys are more aggressive 
in overt and relational forms and victimized through overt aggression, 
whereas girls tend to be more aggressive and victimized relationally. 
More than any type of aggression or victimization, both boys and girls, 
revealed higher values for engaging and receiving prosocial behavior. 
Results from this research suggest that the RPEQ is a reliable and 
valid, structurally sound measure of aggression, victimization and 
prosocial behavior in this Portuguese school-based community 
sample. The use of this measure may assist researchers in gaining a 
better understanding of adolescent aggression, either performed or 
received, and may aid in the design of specific intervention strategies.  
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Introduction 
Victimization and aggression among adolescents in school settings is not a recent 
issue; it is, however, a growing problem not yet fully understood or properly evaluated 
(Costa, Pereira, Simões, & Farenzena, 2011). Most of these violent acts are frequently 
categorized as bullying, which consist of ill-intended and malicious behavior towards 
others. These acts occur typically with a certain level of repetition and are frequently 
perpetrated on those who have difficulties defending themselves (Olweus, 1983, 1986, 
1991 cit by Olweus, 2011). Nevertheless, some of these acts do not qualify as bullying, 
since they do not fit into stables acts of interpersonal violence perpetuated through time via 
physical, verbal, social and even sexual acts. These random actions of violence tend to be 
purely physical aggression, consisting mostly of school yard fights (Carvalhosa, 2010).   
Portuguese adolescents were placed 4th in a HBSC (Health Behavior in School-
Aged Children) ranking, based on the reported frequency of aggressive acts. This ranking 
shows that about 30% of our adolescents are somehow involved in aggressive behavior 
(Currie, Hurrelmann, Settertobulte, Smith and Todd, 2000 cit by Carvalhosa, 2010). 
Similar findings were obtained in other studies, revealing that the percentage of 
adolescents who bullied others grew from 9% to 25% in a between 2008 and 2010 
(Carvalhosa, 2008; Costa et al., 2011). According to the same HBSC study, the percentage 
of Portuguese adolescents who were victims of bullying was approximately 29% 
(Carvalhosa, Moleiro, & Sales, 2009). Carvalhosa (2008) furthermore found a prevalence 
of more than 27% of Portuguese adolescents who are both bullies and victims. When 
assessing gender differentiation, boys, in comparison to girls, tend to engage more in 
aggressive behavior as perpetrators, victims or both (victim and aggressor simultaneously 
(Currie, Hurrelmann, Settertobulte, Smith and Todd, 2000 cit by Carvalhosa, 2010). 
According to a longitudinal study by Olweus (2011), being a bully in early 
adolescence strongly predicted later criminality involvement. Rendering his finding, 55% 
of his bullying sample was convicted for one or more crimes in a 8-year period from ages 
16 to 24 (Olweus, 2011). Regarding Takizawa and his colleagues (2014), being bullied at 
childhood puts well-being and mental health at risk up to four decades later. Childhood 
victims experience an extensive scope of poor social, health, and economic outcomes into 
middle adulthood (Takizawa, Maughan, & Arseneault, 2014). These finding were similar 
in terms of social outcomes to what had been found with Portuguese adolescents. This 
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study indicated that boys and girls that were the most aggressive perceived a lower 
reassurance of personal value by others and decreased chances for providing support to 
others. Aggressiveness in girls was associated with decreased social inclusion, while for 
boys it was associated with diminished perception of a reliable bond and attachment to 
others (Neto, Grave, Caldeira, Morgado, & Vagos, 2013).  
In order to better understand aggressive behavior, this concept was scrutinized 
regarding its form (i.e., method by which the harm is delivered) and function (i.e., purpose 
of the aggressive act). Regarding the forms of aggression, they have been are categorized 
as overt, relational and reputational (Prinstein & Cillessen, 2003). Direct or overt 
aggression refers to physically and verbally aggressive behavior (i.e., hitting, punching and 
threatening others) (De Los Reyes & Prinstein, 2004).  Indirect forms of aggression such as 
relational do not include physical means to inflict harm; in contrast, they appeal to the 
relationship as a weapon used to harm others (i.e., by leaving others out of activities on 
purpose, knowing that they would like to participate) (Marsee et al., 2011; Putallaz et al., 
2007). Reputational aggression or social aggression is very similar to relational aggression, 
but still presents slight differences. It is defined by its end-point, just like relational 
aggression, but in the case of reputational aggression the goal is to damage others’ social 
standing by manipulating group acceptance (i.e., by saying mean things about another peer 
so that the group won’t like him anymore) (Galen & Underwood, 1997 cit by Archer & 
Coyne, 2005). In sum, reputational aggression is a form of indirect aggression that attempts 
to damage peers’ reputation, and it differs from relational aggression by using the other 
person’s relationships instead of one’s own relationships to inflict harm (Prinstein & 
Cillessen, 2003). Regarding the functions of aggression, they can be reactive and proactive. 
The first one refers to the angry responses towards others in response to perceived threat or 
provocation, whereas proactive aggression refers to unprovoked free attack, generally with 
the attempt to gain something or dominate others (Marsee et al., 2011).   
A study conducted with 493 adolescents over a two year period, revealed that 
higher levels of overt victimization in girls are associated with an increase in suicidal 
ideation (Heilbron & Prinstein, 2010). In general, boys tend to be more aggressive and 
victimized in overt forms than girls, and girls tend to be more victimized in relational 
forms than boys (Putallaz et al., 2007), even if there are studies reporting no gender 
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differences or even higher rates of relational aggression among boys than girls 
(Underwood, 2003). 
In order to properly address this issue and intervene in such matter, it is crucial that 
a good evaluation is conducted and the ideal method would be through direct observation. 
However, in the public school system this may not be executable. Instead, a viable 
alternative is to resort to computer tasks and questionnaires (self and other informants). In 
this study, the authors favored the questionnaire option for its ability to reach a wider 
number of participants at once. (Giancola & Chermark, 1998; Anderson & Bushman, 1997 
cit by Arriaga, Esteves, & Monteiro, 2004), in addition to the fact that psychometrically 
sound questionnaires for the evaluation of aggressive behavior in its perpetrator and 
victimized mode are still very scarce for the Portuguese adolescent population. There are, 
currently, two instruments available for research with this population, which are the Peer 
Conflict Scale (PCS; North-American version by Marsee & Frick, 2010; Portuguese 
version by Vagos, Rijo & Santos, 2014) and the Revised Olweus Bully/victim 
Questionnaire (Olweus 1989, Portuguese version by Pereira & Almeida, 1994, Pereira, 
2002). The Peer Conflict Scale (see Appendix A) is a 40-item questionnaire that assesses 
four categories of aggressive behavior for perpetrators, consisting of overt proactive 
aggression, relational proactive aggression, overt reactive aggression and relational 
reactive aggression. This questionnaire has been applied to an American sample of 
adolescents from 12 to 19 years old, and to a protuguese sample of adolescents from ages 
12 to 18. Nontheless, this has been worked with a clinical sample that have behavioral 
problems (Marsee et al., 2011) and with a comunitary sample (Vagos, Rijo, Santos, & 
Marsee, 2014). The Revised Olweus bully/victim questionnaire consists in a 40-item 
instrument that assesses bully/victim problems, namely where the bullying occurs, pro-
bully and pro-victim attitudes and bullying forms. This questionnaire may be applied to 
children and adolescent from 8 to 16 years old (Espinheira & Jólluskin, 2009). 
Nonetheless,  the PCS only evaluates aggressive behavior, lacking the ability to evaluate 
victimization and prosocial behavior (either given or received), while the Olweus 
Questionnaire is more informative than descriptive, thus representing an obstacle to proper 
evaluation and investigation, even though it evaluates both aggressive behavior and 
victimization Therefore, it remains necessary to adequately prepare and validate 
instruments that may address aggression, victimization and prosocial behavior in a 
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quantitative, accessible and relatively fast format. The Revised Peer Experience 
Questionnaire (De Los Reyes & Prinstein, 2004; Prinstein, Boergers, & Vernberg, 2001) 
may fulfill these needs because it accesses these tree constructs at once, for both aggressors 
and victims. Consequently, for the present study we translated and validated this 
instrument, which consists in an 18-item instrument that evaluates both victim and 
aggressor’s behavior. These behaviors are sorted thought 8 subscales (i.e.: overt, relational 
and reputational aggression; prosocial behavior towards others; overt, relational and 
reputational victimization; and being the recipient of prosocial behavior). The current study 
intends to provide psychometric data on the Portuguese version of the Revised Peer 
Experience Questionnaire, namely regarding its internal structure, internal consistency, 
construct validity and multi-group invariance across gender. Consequently, this paper 
primarily intends to present the development and analysis of the factor structure of the 
Portuguese version of the Revised Peer Experience Questionnaire, recurring to an 
adolescent school based sample. We expect to find that the same four factor structure (De 
Los Reyes & Prinstein, 2004) will represent a good fit for the data of the bully and the 
victim version of the instrument, and will be invariant for boys and girls. As secondary 
goal of this work, and in an effort to make inferential analysis pertaining to construct 
validity of the Portuguese Version of the RPEQ (Appendix B), we considered gender 
differences on the levels of aggression, victimization and prosocial behavior. If results are 
in line with those previously found for the same constructs, we can infer that the RPEQ 
evaluates the same constructs. Following such previous findings, we expect that boys will 
report higher levels of overt aggression and victimization than girls, and girls will report 
higher levels of relational aggression and victimization than boys (Putallaz et al., 2007). 
Methods 
Participants 
The participants for present study were 941 children and adolescents from 4 
middle/high schools (461 males (49.1%) and 477 females (50.9%)). Participants’ age 
varied from 9 to 20 years old (overall sample: M=12.91, SD=2.42; Male participants: 
M=13.19, SD=2.53; Female subjects: M= 12.65, SD=2.27); girls were significantly 
younger than boys (t(930) = 3.43, p = .001). Regarding their school grade, 776 students 
attended middle school grades (i.e., 5th, 6th, 7th and 8th grade; 82.5%) and 155 attended high 
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school grades (i.e., 9th, 10th, 11th and 12th grade; 16.4%).  The majority of the students had 
never been retained in the same school year (n= 608; 64.6%) and had never been subjected 
to a disciplinary measure due to inappropriate behavior (n = 498; 52.9%). Those who had 
been subjected to such measures were expelled from the class (n = 47, 10.2%). As for 
socioeconomic status1, most of the students belonged to a low socioeconomic status (n= 
509, 54.1%), but only 22.6% (n = 213) of the students received financial aid from the 
school. 
Table 1 
Sample description regarding, retentions, disciplinary measures, specification of the disciplinary measure, 
financial aid, and socioeconomic level.  
  
  Boys  Girls  Total 
  Frequency Percentage  Frequency Percentage  Frequency Percentage 
Retentions        
 0 271 58.8%  336 70.4%  608 64.6% 
 1 62 13.4%  50 10.5%  112 11.9% 
 2 68 14.8%  40 8.4%  108 11.5% 
 3 38 8.2%  34 7.1%  72 7.7% 
 4 13 2.8%  7 1.5%  20 2.1% 
 5 2 .4%  1 .2%  3 .3% 
 Missing 7 1.5%  9 1.9%  18 1.9% 
Disciplinary measure        
 Yes 103 22.3%  67 14%  171 18.2% 
 No 201 43.6%  297 62.3%  498 52.9% 
 Missing 157 34.1%  113 23.7%  272 28.9% 
Financial aid        
 Yes 98 21.3%  114 23.9%  213 22,6% 
 No 206 44,7%  240 50.3%  446 47,4% 
 Missing 157 34.1%  123 25.8%  282 30% 
Socioeconomic level 
 Low 236 51.2%  273 57.2%  509 54.1% 
 Medium 132 28.6%  163 34.2%  296 31.5% 
 High 2 .4%  1 .2%  3 .3% 
 Missing 91 19.7%  40 8.4%  133 14.1% 
 
Boys and girls were not similarly distributed by school grade (𝜒2 (8) = 37.69, p < 
.001), number of school holdbacks (𝜒2(5) = 17.65, p < .005), and having been subjected to 
disciplinary measures (𝜒2 (1) = 20.91, p < .001).  
Instruments  
The present study aimed at investigating the validity and reliability of the Revised Peer 
Experience Questionnaire (RPEQ; Prinstein et al., 2001). For construct validity purposes, 
                                                          
1
Socioeconomic status was assigned according on parents’ profession, and taking into account the Portuguese profession classification. 
Examples of professions in the high socioeconomic status groups are judges, higher education professors, or M.D.s; in the medium 
socioeconomic status group are included nurses, psychologists, or school teachers; in the low socioeconomic group are included farmers, 
cleaning staff, or undifferentiated workers. 
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we used the Portuguese versions of the Peer Conflict Scale (PCS; Vagos, Rijo e Santos, 
2014) and of the Revised Olweus Bully/Victim Questionnaire (Pereira, 2002).  
Revised Peer Experience Questionnaire 
The RPEQ (Prinstein et al., 2001) is a revised version of a measure originally developed by 
Vernberg and his colleagues (1999) to assess aggression and victimization among peers in 
school context. Although the original version assessed mostly overt forms of aggression 
and victimization, the RPEQ comported five items that were revised, created, or added 
from prior works (e.g., Lopez, 1998) to reflect developmentally appropriate forms of 
relational aggression and victimization in adolescents. At this point, the RPEQ can assess 
direct and indirect forms of aggression and victimization (i.e., relational, reputational) as 
well as the youths’ engagement and receipt of prosocial behavior. Specifically, the RPEQ 
is composed of two counterbalanced sets of 18 items each. One of this sets of items 
assesses participants’ peer victimization experiences. (i.e., victim version). In this version, 
participants are invited to rate how often an aggressive or prosocial behavior was directed 
towards them in the past year on a 5-poin scale that ranges from 1 (never) to 5 (a few times 
a week). The RPEQ assesses overt (i.e., “A kid threatened to hurt or beat me up”), 
relational (i.e., “A kid left me out of what they were doing”) and reputational (i.e., “A teen 
tried to damage my social reputation by spreading rumors about me”) forms of 
victimization, as well as receiving prosocial behavior (i.e., “Another teen helped me when I 
was having a problem”). The other set of items assesses participants’ practice of aggressive 
behavior towards peers (i.e., Bully version). Participants rate how often they engaged in an 
aggressive or prosocial behavior toward others in the past year on a 5-poin scale that 
ranges from 1 (never) to 5 (a few times a week). This instrument also assesses overt (i.e., 
“I threatened to hurt or beat up another teen”), relational (i.e., “I left another teen out of 
what I was doing”) and reputational (i.e., “I tried to damage another teen’s social 
reputation by spreading rumors about them”) forms of aggression, as well as practicing 
prosocial behavior towards others (i.e., “I helped another teen when they were having a 
problem”). The revised version of this questionnaire has demonstrated good test-retest 
reliability, internal consistency and convergent validity on both the victim and aggression 
versions of the measure (Prinstein et al., 2001).  
             The 36 original RPEQ items were translated and adapted into the Portuguese 
language following a translation and back-translation process (Hambleton, Merenda, & 
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Spielberger, 2005). The 36 Portuguese items were back-translated into English by a 
Portuguese researcher, unrelated to this study, who is fluent in both Portuguese and 
English. The original and back-translated versions were considered equivalents by an 
English Portuguese teacher. The original and back-translated versions of one item from 
each proposed construct are shown in Table 2. 
Table 2 
Adaptation and back-translation of the Revised Peer Experience Questionnaire 
Item Construct Original Version Back translation 
2a Overt 
aggression 
A teen chased me like he or she was 
really trying to hurt me.  
One teenager chased me as if he/she 
really wanted to hurt me. 
2v Overt 
victimization 
I chased a teen like I was really trying 
to hurt him or her.  
I chased one teenager as if I really 
wanted to hurt him/her. 
8a Relational 
aggression 
I left another teen out of what I was 
doing. 
I excluded one teenager from what I 
was doing. 
8v Relational 
victimization 
A teen left me out of what they were 
doing. 
One teenager excluded me from what 
he/she was doing. 
11a Reputational 
aggression 
I gossiped about another teen so 
others would not like him/her. 
I gossiped about one teenager so that 
others wouldn’t like him/her. 
11v Reputational 
victimization 
Another teen gossiped about me so 
others would not like me. 
Another teenager gossiped about me 
so that others wouldn’t like me.  
Note. a=aggression, v=victimization 
 
            For data analysis purpose, only 28 items were considered, similarly to what the 
original authors of the revised form of the instrument (used in the present work) have done, 
due to them not loading on any specific construct among those represented by the 
instrument. Items 4, 9, 13 and 17 were excluded from both the victim and aggressor 
versions.  
Peer Conflict Scale  
            The PCS consists on a 40-item questionnaire that assesses four categories of 
aggressive behavior for perpetrators, consisting of reactive relational (i.e., “when someone 
makes me angry, I might badmouth that person”), reactive overt (i.e., “I have threatened 
somebody that has done something bad to me”), proactive relational (i.e., “I might tell 
somebody’s secrets, it that’s convenient for me”) and proactive overt (i.e., “have hurt 
others to win a game or contest”). Items are rated from 1 (it has very little to do with me) 
to 4 (it has everything to do with me) in its Portuguese version, with possible scores 
ranging from 10 to 40. The higher the score on each scale, the higher the level of self-
reported aggression.  
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The PCS questionnaire may be applied to adolescents with ages up to 18 years old. The 
Portuguese version of the instrument presents good reliability (alphas ranging from .89 to 
.91) and construct validity in relation to other variables. The four-factor measurement 
model was validated to the Portuguese samples, and showed cross-gender invariance 
(Vagos et al., 2014).  
Revised Olweus Bully/Victim Questionnaire 
            The ROBVQ (English version by Olweus, 1996, Portuguese version by Pereira, 
2002) consists of 40 questions for the measurement of bully/victim problems such as, 
exposure to various physical, verbal, indirect, racial, or sexual forms of 
bullying/harassment, practice of various forms of bullying towards other students, pro-
bully and pro-victim attitudes, and the extent to which the social environment (teachers, 
peers, parents) is informed about and reacts to the bullying (Olweus, 2007). These 
questions are divided in 4 sections: socio-demographic information, victimization 
behavior, aggressive behavior and school environment perception. This instrument may be 
applied to adolescents aged 8 to 16 years old. To our knowledge, psychometric analysis 
regarding this instrument has not yet been presented or published either for its original or 
Portuguese version. For the present study, only 8 questions regarding 2 sections were used: 
victimization behavior and aggressive behavior (see appendix C), given that its purpose 
was solely to assess construct validity in relation to the construct evaluated by the RPEQ.  
Procedure 
Prior to data collection, authorization for this work was sought and granted by the 
national evaluation committee on ethics and procedures to be followed by studies 
conducted in school settings (see appendix D). The study was conducted with adolescents 
from the 5th to the 12th grades in 4 middle/high schools. After receiving the authorization of 
the administration board of each school, parental consent forms were distributed through 
every head teacher of all targeted years (see appendix E). 
Only students who received permission from their parents and who provided assent 
themselves took part in the investigation. The students were assessed in groups during their 
head teacher’s class period at school. A standardized protocol in giving instructions was 
provided to the school boards in order to unify methods of data collection in every class. 
All participants were informed that all of their answers were confidential and the 
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instruments were posteriorly branded with an identification number for purely organization 
purposes. The instruments were presented alongside a socio-demographic questionnaire 
which included the following questions: “Age?”; “Gender?”; “School grade?”; “Number 
of years retained in the same school grade?”; “Have you ever had a disciplinary measure 
applied to you at school?”; “If yes, which measure did you receive?”; “Do you benefit 
from financial aid?”, “What degree dos your father hold?”; “What degree does your 
mother hold?”; “What’s your father’s profession?” and “What’s your mother’s 
profession?”.  
Data analysis was conducted using Mplus (v6.2;(Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2010) 
and SPSS (v20.0). Mplus was used for single and multi-sample (i.e., by gender) 
confirmatory factor analysis. For evaluating model fit for confirmatory factor analysis, a 2-
index criterion was considered (Hu & Bentler, 1999), which combines a value of 
Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) ≤ .08 with either a value of 
Comparative Fit Index (CFI) or Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI) ≥ .95, or a value of Root Mean 
Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) ≤ .06. SPSS was used for descriptive, 
correlation and mean comparison analyses. 
Results 
Confirmatory Factor Analysis  
In order to define the measurement model of the RPEQ, two confirmatory factor 
analysis were performed following the procedure used by De los Reyes and Prinstein 
(2004). One included a four –factor model using the 14 items representing the bully 
version and the other included a four-factor model using the 14 items representing the 
victim version.  
Analysis of responses indicated a normal distribution for the collected data for both 
version of the questionnaire (Bully version: multivariate kurtosis for 14 items=1.79; 0 
items with univariate kurtosis values ≥4 and 7 items with univariate skewnes values ≥2; 
victim version: multivariate kurtosis for 14 items=1.57; 0 items with univariate kurtosis 
values ≥7 and 2 items with univariate skewness values ≥2) and consequently the 
Maximum Likelihood method was used for data analysis (Finney & diStefano, 2006). 
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The fit indexes were always reasonable and are presented in table 3 (i.e., CFI and 
TLI ≥ .90, RMSEA ≤ .07 and SRMR≤ .08)  
Table 3       
Confirmatory factor analysis on the four-factor measurement model for the internal structure of the 
Portuguese version of the Revised Peer Experience Questionnaire 
  Conflict scale 
  𝑋2 df RMSEA (CI) SRMR CFI TLI 
Bully Version       
 Four factor model 5739.27 91 0.045 (0.038; 0.052) 0.031 0.976 0.969 
 Four factor model for boys 124.571 71 0.040 (0.028; 0.052) 0.033 0.982 0.977 
 Four factor model for girls 194.238 71 0.060 (0.050; 0.071) 0.040 0.943 0.927 
 Configural invariance  355.799 152 0.053 (0.046; 0.061) 0.040 0960 0.952 
 Metric invariance 372.567 162 0.053 (0.046; 0.060) 0.045 0.959 0.954 
Victim version       
 
Four factor model 5059.16 91 0.045 (0.038; 0.053) 0.031 0.972 0.965 
Four factor model for boys 132.611 71 0.043 (0.032; 0.055) 0.037 0.976 0.970 
Four factor model for girls 148.881 71 0.048 (0.037; 0.059) 0.034 0.967 0.957 
Configural invariance  328.935 152 0.050 (0.042; 0.057) 0.040 0.964 0.957 
Metric invariance a 320.685 161 0.046 (0.039; 0.053) 0.043 0.968 0.963 
Note. RMSEA = root-mean-square error of approximation; WRMR = standardized root mean square residual; CI for 
RMSEA = confidence interval for RMSEA; CFI = comparative fit index; TLI = Tucker-Lewis Index.  
 a adjustment values presented refer to the modified metric variance model 
All chi-square values were significant at p < .001 
Item loadings on the four factor solution for each version of the questionnaire were 
always superior to .46 for the complete sample (Table 4). The internal consistency values 
for the four constructs proposed for each of the RPEQ’s versions, and for the complete 
sample, were very good, according to the reference value of .07 (Nunnally, 1978), namely 
𝛼=.87 for overt aggression, 𝛼=.84 for reputational aggression, 𝛼=.85 for prosocial 
behavior towards others, 𝛼=.79 for overt victimization, 𝛼=.80 for reputational 
victimization, and 𝛼=.82 for recipient of prosocial behavior. One exceptions was identified 
for each of the versions: 𝛼=.65 for relational aggression and 𝛼=.67 for relational 
victimization. 
Table 4 
Item loading on the four factor model, for the two versions 
 
Gender 
Scale 
Complete 
sample 
Male Female 
Bully version 
 Overt aggression    
 2. I chased a teen like I was really trying to hurt him or her. .488 .581 .310 
 12. I threatened to hurt or beat up another teen. .733 .855 .456 
 16. I hit, kicked, or pushed another teen in a mean way.  .648 .764 .407 
 Relational aggression 
 1. I left another teen out of an activity or conversation that they 
really wanted to be included in. 
.461 .541 .333 
 7. I did not invite a teen to a party or other social event though I .497 .577 .335 
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knew the teen wanted to go. 
 8. I left another teen out of what I was doing. .611 .711 .438 
 Reputational aggression  
 5. I tried to damage another teens’ social reputation by spreading 
rumors about them.  
.467 .561 .314 
 11. I gossiped about another teen so others would not like 
him/her. 
.634 .760 .426 
 14. I said mean thinks about a teen so that people would think 
s/he was a loser. 
.679 .826 .463 
 Prossocial behavior towards others 
 3. I helped another teen when they were having a problem. .850 .829 .871 
 6. I was nice and friendly to a teen when they needed help.  .881 .856 .900 
 10. I stuck-up for a teen who was being picked on or excluded.  .958 .933 .980 
 15. I helped a teen join a group or conversation. .907 .882 .926 
 18. I spent time with a teen when they had no one else to hang 
out with.  
.847 .831 .873 
Victim Version  
 Overt victimization  
 2. A teen chased me like he or she was really trying to hurt me.  .680 .732 .569 
 12. A teen threatened to hurt or beat me up.  .704 .781 .607 
 16. A teen hit, kicked, or pushed me in a mean way.  .668 .731 .568 
 Relational victimization 
 1. Some teens left me out of an activity or conversation that I 
really wanted to be included in.  
.647 .674 .609 
 7. A teen did not invite me to a party or social event even though 
they knew that I wanted to go.  
.558 .584 .528 
 8. A teen left me out of what they were doing. .689 .720 .650 
 Reputational victimization 
 5. A teen tried to damage my social reputation by spreading 
rumors about me.  
.679 .713 .640 
 11. Another teen gossiped about me so others would not like me.  .816 .860 .772 
 14. Another teen said mean things about me so that people would 
think I was a loser.  
.748 .783 .703 
 Recipient of prosocial behavior 
 3. Another teen helped me when I was having a problem.  .791 .737 .761 
 6. Another teen was nice and friendly to me when I needed help.  .813 .753 .778 
 10. Another teen stuck-up for me when I was being picked on or 
excluded. 
.873 .865 .893 
 15. A teen helped me join into a group or conversation. .883 .884 .914 
 18. A teen spent time with me when I had no one else to hang 
out with.  
.880 .885 .914 
Note. Factor loadings are standardized regression weights. All loadings are significant at p < .001; *denotes 
items that were adapted following analysis of validity based on item content 
The values for univariate skewness and kurtosis and the values for multivariate 
kurtosis found for each separate factor of each measure (table 5) indicate that the results 
follow a normal distribution.  
Table 5 
Descriptive measures for aggression, victimization and prosocial behavior, for the complete sample and by 
gender. 
 Gender 
 Complete sample Maleb Femalec 
 M 
(SD) 
Mdn 
Skewness 
(SE) 
Kurtosisa 
(SE) 
Multivariate 
kurtosis 
M 
(SD) 
M (SD) 
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Bully version        
 Overt aggression 4.20 
(2.06) 
3 2.28 
(0.080) 
5.82 
(0.159) 
3.09 4.87 
(2.44) 
3.56 
(1.34) 
 Relational aggression 4.51 
(1.94) 
4 1.70 
(0.080) 
3.59 
(0.159) 
2.34 4.93 
(2.18) 
4.10 
(1.57) 
 Reputational aggression 3.95 
(1.93) 
3 2.81 
(0.080) 
8.97 
(0.159) 
3.86 4.36 
(2.30) 
3.56 
(1.37) 
 Prosocial behavior 
towards others 
15.10 
(4.83) 
15 0.20 
(0.080) 
-0.50 
(0.159) 
1..23 14.79 
(4.73) 
15.40 
(4.90) 
Victim version        
 Overt victimization 4.59 
(2.31) 
4 1.91 
(0.080) 
3.80 
(0.159) 
2.38 5.05 
(2.53) 
4.16 
(2.00) 
 Relational victimization 5.20 
(2.30) 
5 1.28 
(0.080) 
1.79 
(0.159) 
1.69 5.39 
(2.41) 
5.00 
(2.18) 
 Reputational 
victimization  
5.00 
(2.50) 
4 1.56 
(0.080) 
2.30 
(0.159) 
2.00 5.14 
(2.60) 
4.87 
(2.39) 
 Recipient of prosocial 
behavior 
12.96 
(4.70) 
13 0.47 
(0.080) 
-0.22 
(0.159) 
1.24 12.73 
(4.57) 
13.20 
(4.79) 
Note. SE = standard error; aunivatiate; bn=461; cn=477 
The measurement invariance of both the bully and the victim measurement model 
by gender was also tested (Table 3). For the bully version, the four-factor model seemed an 
adequate fit for the data of male and female participants separately. Additionally, full 
configural and metric invariance was found, given that the more constraint model (i.e., 
metric invariance) did not significantly worsen the fit of the less constraint model (i.e., 
configural model; ∆𝜒2 = 16.76, df = 10; p>0.05). Loadings for the items in the bully version were 
always superior to .54 for boys and .31 for girls (Table 4). 
For the victim version, the four-factor model again seemed an adequate fit for the data of male 
and female participants separately, but the constraint model represented a significant 
worsen of the fit, in comparison with the less constraint model (∆𝜒2=31.35 df = 10 p<0.001). 
Analysis of the modification indices for the metric invariance model suggested that items 3 and 5 
should be allowed to correlate differently for girls and boys. Freeing this constraint did not question 
the metric invariance of the model, and was theoretically justified since both items are intended to 
evaluate being the recipient of prosocial behavior. Consequently, this modification was 
incorporated in the model and so full configural and metric invariance was achieved for the victim 
version of the instrument (∆𝜒2=-8.25 df = 11 p>0.20). Loadings for the items in the victim version 
were always superior to .58 for boys and .52 for girls (Table 4) 
Descriptive Analysis 
Two  mixed ANOVAs, with one within-subject factor for aggression/victimization 
and one between-subject factor as gender, were performed; school year, number of school 
holdbacks, and history of disciplinary measures were entered as covariates, given that boys 
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and girls had significantly different mean ages and were not evenly distributed by school 
year, number of school holdbacks and history of disciplinary measures.  
Regarding the bully version of the instrument, the Greenhouse-Geisser correction 
was used to account for violations to sphericity in the mixed ANOVA analysis (𝜀 = 0.387, 
p < .001). The within-subject effect was not significant (F < 1); the between-subject effect 
was significant for gender (F(1,650) = 20,11, p≤.001; 𝜂p2 = .030), and for the interaction 
between gender and aggression (F(1,81;3) = 13.08;  p≤.001; 𝜂p2 = .020). The interaction 
effect between disciplinary measures and aggression was also significant (F(1,81; 1) = 3.65, 
p = .03; 𝜂p2 = .006). Pairwise comparisons for levels of aggression between boys and girls 
indicate that boys present significant higher values of the three types of bully behavior; 
girls presented higher levels of prosocial behavior towards others, even if this difference 
was not significant. Boys considered separately reported significantly higher levels of 
prosocial behavior towards others, followed by similar levels of both relational aggression 
and overt aggression, and finally, significantly lower levels of reputational aggression. In 
contrast, girls considered separately reported significantly higher levels of prosocial 
behavior towards others followed by relational aggression and finally, with similar levels 
of reputational aggression and overt aggression (Figure 1). 
 
Note.Ccovariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: age = 11.69; school year = 
6.485; School holdbacks = .16, and disciplinary measure = 1.74 
As for the victim version, the Greenhouse-Geisser correction was again used to 
account for violations to sphericity in the mixed ANOVA analysis (𝜀 = 0.577, p < .001). 
The within-subject effect was not significant (F(2.14; 1) = 1.37, p = .254) as well as the 
1,51 1,55
1,34
3,06
1,15
1,35
1,19
3,12
Overt aggression Relational aggression Reputational aggression Prosocial behavior towards
others
Figure 1: Bully Version
Male Female
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between subjects effect  (F(1,650) = 1.71, p = .192). The interaction effect between gender 
and victimization was significant (F(2,14; 1) = 6.40, p = .001; 𝜂p2 = .01). Interaction effects 
were also significant between age (F(2,14; 1) = 2.47, p =.01; 𝜂p2=.007), school year (F(2,14; 1) 
= 2.28, p = .014; 𝜂p2= .006), number of school holdbacks (F(2,14; 1) = 1.62, p = .049; 𝜂p2 = 
.005), disciplinary measures (F(2,14; 1) = 1.83, p = .033; 𝜂p2 = .005) and victimization. 
Pairwise comparisons for levels of victimization between boys and girls indicate that they 
differ significantly only in overt victimization where boys revealed higher values. Boys 
present higher values than girls for overt and relational victimization, and girls present 
greater values than boys for reputational victimization and receiving prosocial behavior. 
Considering only boys, they reported higher levels or receiving prosocial behavior, 
followed by being victim of relational aggression, then reputational aggression and then 
overt aggression; the difference was only not significant (p > .05) for the comparison 
between overt and reputational victimization. Considering only girls, they reported higher 
levels or receiving prosocial behavior, followed by being victim of relational aggression, 
then reputational aggression and then overt aggression; the difference was only not 
significant for the comparison between relational and reputational victimization (p > .05; 
Figure.2). 
 
Note.Ccovariates appearing in the model are evaluated at the following values: age = 11.69; school year = 
6.485; School holdbacks = .16, and disciplinary measure = 1.74  
Convergent validity analysis 
To establish convergent validity, comparisons between the RPEQ, PCS and 
ROBVQ were conducted. Table 6 outlines the Pearson rank-order correlation coefficients 
1,59
1,75
1,57
2,60
1,36
1,66 1,58
2,67
Overt victimization Relational victimization Reputational victimization Recipient of prosocial
behavior
Figure 2: Victim Version
Male Female
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for the aggression scales of the RPEQ, PCS and ROBVQ, and table 7 outlines the Pearson 
rank-order correlation coefficients for the victimization scales of the RPEQ and ROBVQ. 
Convergent validity analysis was not conducted for the engagement and receipt of 
prosocial behavior since the authors were not able to find a scale that would access the 
same constructs.   
Moderate but significant correlations were observed between the RPEQ victim 
version and the ROBVQ’s victim scale, whereas stronger correlations were found between 
all tree aggression scales from the RPEQ (i.e., overt aggression, relational aggression and 
reputational aggression) and the aggression measures taken from the ROBVQ and PCS.  
 The highest correlation for the aggression measures was found between the overt 
aggression measure of the RPEQ and the overt measures of the PCS. The lowest 
correlation value were obtained between the relational aggression measure of the RPEQ 
and the aggression measure taken from the ROBVQ. 
Table 6 
Pearson rank-order correlations between the Revised Peer Experience Questionnaire (RPEQ), the Peer 
Conflict Scale (PCS) and the Revised Olweus Bully/victim Questionnaire (ROBVQ) 
 PCS ROBVQ 
RPEQ Proactive 
Overt 
Proactive 
Relational 
Reactive 
Overt 
Reactive 
Relational 
Aggression 
Overt Aggression .626** .520** .624** .523** .604** 
Relational 
Aggression 
.379** .405** .376** .454** 
.323** 
Reputational 
Aggression 
.468** .502** .372** .539** 
.397** 
** correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)  
… 
 The correlations between the victimization measures of the RPEQ and the ROBVQ 
were of similar magnitude, with the highest being for overt victimization and the lowest for 
reputational victimization. 
 
Table 7 
Pearson rank-order correlations between the Revised Peer Experience Questionnaire (RPEQ) and the Revised 
Olweus Bully/victim Questionnaire (ROBVQ) 
 ROBVQ 
RPEQ Victimization 
Overt Victimization .296** 
Relational Victimization .227** 
Reputational Victimization .218** 
** correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed) 
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Discussion/Conclusion 
The present research intended to fill the existing gap in Portuguese psychological 
evaluation processes, when it comes to instruments available to the evaluation of 
aggression, victimization and prosocial behavior of adolescents in a quantitative, accessible 
and relatively fast format. The aim of this study was to psychometrically analyze an 
alternative to the two already available instruments that nonetheless neglect either the 
prosocial and victim experiences (i.e., the Peer Conflict Scale) or the quantitative analysis 
of such behavioral patterns (i.e., the Revised Olweus Bully-Victim Questionnaire). By 
assessing the behaviors of victims and aggressors and the practicing and receiving of 
prosocial behavior, the Revised Peer Experience Questionnaire may be an important 
alternative to the evaluation of aggressive acts in school settings that Portuguese 
adolescents are increasingly face (Costa, Pereira, Simões, & Farenzena, 2011). Not only it 
will facilitate the work of the research community, but will also provide a more holist 
perspective of the behaviors under study.  
The Portuguese version of the Revised Peer Experience Questionnaire was 
developed and adapted through translations and back-translation procedures. The internal 
structure of the scale was evaluated based on a confirmatory factor analysis procedure. The 
four-factor model proposed by De Los Reyes and Prinstein (2004) for each version of the 
instrument (i.e.,  bully and victim) was a very good fit for the data, and included measures 
of overt  aggression / victimization, relational aggression / victimization, reputational 
aggression / victimization, and engagement and receipt of prosocial behavior among peers. 
This results make it possible to conduct multicultural studies based on this measure, since 
the same constructs seem to be evident in the measurement models for the RPEQ in north-
American and Portuguese school-based samples. These four scales revealed a good 
reliability based on their internal consistency values.  Nonetheless, the relational 
aggression and victimization measures, presented values under .70, which point to caution 
being needed when interpreting results as the source of clinical or diagnostic individual 
decisions.  
The four factor model for both versions of the instrument was invariant across 
gender (i.e., boys vs girls) in this sample, suggesting that the four factor structure fit 
equally well for both boys and girls, and consequently that comparisons of these groups 
can be informative on whether or not the groups have equal amounts of the latent 
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constructs (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2009). Items 3 (i.e., Another teen helped me 
when I was having a problem) and 5 (i.e., Another teen was nice and friendly to me when I 
needed help) were differently correlated for boys and girls for the victim version, and 
indicated that girls in particular perceive these two behaviors as closely intertwined.  
The possible differential practice of aggression, victimization and prosocial 
behavior by boys and girls studied within the current sample indicate that boys tend to be 
more aggressive and victimized in overt forms, similarly to what had been found (Prinstein 
et al., 2001; Putallaz et al., 2007). However, boys also tended to be more aggressive in 
relational and reputational forms, contrary to what was expected. Some studies point to no 
differences between boys and girls in relational aggression. In fact, these results were 
similar to other findings, namely the ones previously found using the north-American 
version of the RPEQ (Prinstein, et al., 2001). Particularly referring to aggression, previous 
works with a Portuguese sample found that boys practice more reactive relational and overt 
aggression then girls (Vagos et al., 2014); Additionally, boys tended to be more victimized 
in reputational and relational forms as well. Boys usually partner with other boys, more 
than with girl (Maccoby, 1998), and so probably suffer from the very forms of aggression 
they practice. It therefore seems that relational aggression is, in fact, no longer a female 
issue, but should instead be considered as a general and disturbing experience for 
adolescent boys and girls (Archer & Coyne, 2005). 
Girls in our sample revealed greater levels of prosocial behavior, either given or 
received, in comparison to boys. Adolescent girls tend to value closeness and intimacy in 
their social relationships, which may be fostered by the prosociality. Prosociality, in turn, 
may protect those who practice and receive it from becoming aggressors or victims 
(Kendrick, Jutengren & Stattin, 2012), in the last case possibly due to the aggressor’s fear 
of retaliation or other negative consequence if targeting a prosocial peer (Hodges, Boivin, 
Vitaro, & Bukowski, 1999; Prinstein et al., 2001). Given this rational, it is consistent to 
find that girls are at the same less aggressive and victimized, but more prosocial.  
Considering within-gender comparisons for the bully version, the results indicate 
similar patterns for both boys and girls. Both genders presented higher levels of relational 
aggression, followed by overt aggression and finally reputational aggression. Given that 
aggressive acts are increasingly common in schools nowadays (Archer & Coyne, 2005; 
Costa, Pereira, Simões, & Farenzena, 2011), it may be the case that adolescents are early 
18 
 
on learning to strategically use this behavior, by practicing  its relational form, which more 
hidden and less punished or recognized by external observers (Archer, 2001). As for the 
victim version of the instrument, results found with the current sample indicate that the 
patterns are different for boys and girls. For boys, the highest scores were for relational 
victimization, followed by overt victimization, and finally, reputational victimization, 
whereas girls scored higher for victimization though relational aggression, followed by 
reputational aggression and finally overt aggression.  These results are partially concurrent 
to those found by Ptallaz and his colleagues (2007) particularly the ones referring to girls 
being more victimized in relational forms (Putallaz et al., 2007). However, contrary to 
what would be expected, boys are also more victimized in these form, which may again 
relate to boys affiliating more with boys (Maccoby, 1998) and therefore suffering from the 
very types of aggression they practice, particularly the relational and overt forms of 
aggressive acts.  
The convergent validity in relation to other variables confers evidence on the 
construct validity of the Portuguese version of the Revised Peer Experience Questionnaire. 
Its results were correlated to the results of other instruments that propose to measure the 
same constructs, and for that reason, all scales from both versions seem to be fit to evaluate 
its inherent constructs. For example, the overt aggression scale of the RPEQ has strongly 
correlated to the proactive overt and reactive overt scales of the PCS. Similarly, the 
relational aggression scale of the RPEQ reveals reasonable, yet significant, correlations to 
the proactive and reactive relational scales of the PCS. The victim scales revealed low, yet 
significant correlation with the ROVBQ’s victim scales. This may be due to the fact that 
the RPEQ accesses the three forms of victimization whereas the ROBVQ only evaluates 
presence or absence of victimization per se.  Convergent validity analysis was not 
conducted for the engagement and receipt of prosocial behavior since the authors were not 
able to find a scale that would access this very constructs. Nonetheless, previous studies 
have found that, similarly to our results, both boys and girls tend to reveal greater levels of 
acting and receiving prosocial behavior when compared to acting aggressively (Kelly, 
2007), which may be indicative that the RPEQ is addressing its intended constructs, also 
when evaluating prosociality. 
This work is not without limitations, namely the fact that it is a cross-sectional 
study with a school-based community sample, using only self-report instruments. A 
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longitudinal design is needed to determine whether aggression levels change over school 
grades, school holdbacks and disciplinary measures applied by the school, which were 
three significant covariates for aggression levels by gender found in the present work. This 
longitudinal investigations may contribute to a socio-cognitive and developmental 
perspective on adolescent aggression. Additionally, a wider and more diverse sample is 
required to create specific norms for aggressive behavior of Portuguese adolescents. It 
would be important as well to reconsider and test the reintegration of the items excluded 
from both version by the original authors and in this study. Similarly, the current research 
focused on replicating the measurement model proposed for north-American samples. 
Even if this is relevant for the possibility of conducting multi-cultural studies, alternative 
measurement models may be verified, namely by exploratory factor analysis with 
Portuguese adolescents, by investigating confirmatory models that include simultaneously 
the 38 items originally derived for the RPEQ, or by testing diverse confirmatory models to 
the evaluation of aggression, victimization and the giving and receiving of prosocial 
behavior. Nevertheless, the goal of this study was fulfilled, namely adapting and presenting 
an instrument for experiences of aggression in Portuguese adolescents, capable of being 
administered to both aggressors and victims, and intending to also evaluate the giving and 
receiving of prosocial behavior.   
Results from this research suggest that the RPEQ is a reliable and valid, structurally 
sound measure of aggression, victimization and prosocial behavior in this Portuguese 
school-based community sample. The use of this measure may assist researchers in gaining 
a better understanding of adolescent aggression, either performed or received, and may aid 
in the design of specific intervention strategies. This is particularly important since it may 
be used to evaluate the need for intervention, the intervention itself and the efficiency of 
this intervention. Aggressive acts in school settings have a widespread impact, to both its 
actors and the more general community. Consequently, preventing this acts and promoting 
healthy school environments where prosocial behaviors are the norm is paramount (World 
Health Organization, 1999 cit by Carvalhosa, 2010).  The RPEQ may be an appropriate 
way to retrieve evidence-based information on the clinical and statistical change of 
adolescents subjected to such interventions, in addition to being usable for the screening of 
social behaviors in adolescents, and allowing for multi-cultural assessment and comparison 
of aggression, victimization and prosocial behavior. 
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Appendix A 
Escala de Conflitos Entre Pares 
(ECEP; Marsee & Frick, 2007; Vagos, Rijo & Santos, 2014) 
Por favor leia cada frase e decida quão bem o descreve nas interacções que estabelece com 
os seus colegas. Marque a sua resposta com o número apropriado (1-5) para cada frase. 
Não deixe nenhuma frase por responder. 
 1 2 3 4 5 
1. Já bati em alguém para conseguir ganhar um jogo ou concurso.       
2. Tenho prazer em gozar com os outros.      
3. Quando me gozam, sou capaz de fazer mal a alguém ou partir alguma 
coisa. 
     
4. Quando alguém me faz ficar zangado/a, sou capaz de falar mal dessa 
pessoa. 
     
5. Já comecei uma luta para conseguir o que quero.      
6. Já afastei outros do meu grupo de amigos de propósito, mesmo que não 
me tenham feito nada. 
     
7. Sou capaz de espalhar boatos e mentiras sobre os outros quando eles me 
fazem alguma coisa de mal. 
     
8. Quando alguém me prejudica, sou capaz de me meter numa luta      
9. Para obter o que quero, já tentei fazer com que alguém ficasse mal visto.      
10. Quando alguém me chateia, digo aos meus amigos para deixarem de 
gostar dessa pessoa. 
     
11. Já ameacei alguém que me fez alguma coisa de mal.      
12. Quando bato em alguém, sinto que isso me torna respeitado e com 
poder. 
     
13. Se isso me for conveniente, sou capaz de contar os segredos de alguém.      
14. Quando alguém me ameaça, acabo por me meter numa luta.      
15. Para me vingar de alguém que me fez ficar zangado, sou capaz de deixar 
de andar com essa pessoa e procurar novos amigos. 
     
16. Quando alguém me faz ficar zangado/a, sou capaz de lhe bater.      
17. Quando alguém me enerva, sou capaz de escrever coisas más acerca 
dessa pessoa e pô-las a circular. 
     
18. Já ameacei alguém para conseguir o que quero.      
19. Para me tornar popular, sou capaz de espalhar boatos acerca dos outros.      
20. Se alguém me enerva, bato-lhe.      
21. Sou capaz de ser violento de propósito para alguém, mesmo que essa 
pessoa não me tenha feito nada. 
     
22. Quando alguém me faz ficar zangado, tento prejudicar a imagem dessa 
pessoa. 
     
23. Para conseguir o que quero, sou capaz de tentar roubar os amigos de 
uma pessoa para que passem a ser meus. 
     
24. Sou capaz de planear com detalhe como agredir os outros.       
25. Quando alguém me enerva, sou capaz de lhe atirar coisas.       
26. Quando espalho boatos sobre alguém, sinto que isso me torna popular.      
27. Se isso me for conveniente, sou capaz de bater em alguém.      
28. Tenho prazer em agredir os outros.       
29. Já aconteceu espalhar boatos e mentiras sobre alguém para conseguir o 
que quero. 
     
30. A maior parte das vezes em que me meti em brigas e discussões foi 
porque me passei com alguém ou alguma coisa e não parei para pensar. 
     
31. Se alguém me enerva, sou capaz de contar os seus segredos.      
32. Sou capaz de ignorar ou deixar de falar para alguém para conseguir que 
essa pessoa faça o que eu quero. 
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33. Gosto de bater em pessoas mais pequenas do que eu.      
34. Quando alguém me enerva, tento roubar-lhe os amigos.      
35. Sou capaz de ameaçar alguém, mesmo que essa pessoa não me tenha 
feito nada. 
     
36. Quando me zango, acabo por bater em alguém.      
37. Sou capaz de me meter em lutas por pequenos insultos.      
38. A maior parte das vezes em que inventei boatos sobre alguém foi porque 
me passei com alguém ou alguma coisa e não parei para pensar. 
     
39. Já aconteceu dizer mal de alguém, mesmo que essa pessoa não me tenha 
feito nada. 
     
40. Quando alguém me enerva, sou capaz de tentar excluí-lo do meu grupo 
de amigos. 
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Appendix B 
 
Questionário de Experiências Entre Pares – Versão Revista 
(Prinstein, Boergers, & Vernberg, 2001; De Los Reyes & Prinstein, 2004) 
As seguintes questões retratam algumas das coisas que acontecem frequentemente entre 
adolescentes. Por favor avalia com que frequência estas coisas aconteceram contigo 
durante o último ano. 
Com que frequência é que isto te aconteceu? 
1. Nunca 
2. Uma ou duas vezes 
3. Algumas vezes 
4. Cerca de uma vez por semana 
5. Algumas vezes por semana 
 
1 
Excluí alguns miúdos de atividades nas quais queriam mesmo participar 1 2 3 4 5 
Alguns miúdos excluíram-me de atividades nas quais eu queria mesmo 
participar 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
2 
Persegui um miúdo como se quisesse mesmo magoá-lo 1 2 3 4 5 
Um miúdo perseguiu-me como se quisesse mesmo magoar-me 1 2 3 4 5 
 
3 
Ajudei um miúdo quando ele estava a ter um problema 1 2 3 4 5 
Um miúdo ajudou-me quando eu estava a ter um problema 1 2 3 4 5 
 
4 
Não me quis sentar ao almoço ou na sala de aula com um miúdo que queria 
estar comigo 
1 2 3 4 5 
Um miúdo com quem eu queria estar não se quis sentar comigo ao almoço ou 
na sala de aula 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
5 
Tentei prejudicar a reputação social de um miúdo espalhando rumores sobre 
ele 
1 2 3 4 5 
Um miúdo tentou prejudicar a minha reputação social espalhando rumores 
sobre mim 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
6 
Fui simpático e amigável com um miúdo quando ele precisou de ajuda 1 2 3 4 5 
Um miúdo foi simpático e amigável comigo quando eu precisei de ajuda 1 2 3 4 5 
 
7 
Não convidei um miúdo para uma festa/evento social mesmo sabendo que 
ele gostava de ir 
1 2 3 4 5 
Um miúdo não me convidou para uma festa/evento social mesmo sabendo 
que eu gostava de ir 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
8 
Excluí um miúdo do que eu estava a fazer 1 2 3 4 5 
Um miúdo excluiu-me do que ele estava a fazer 1 2 3 4 5 
 
9 
Para me vingar de um miúdo disse-lhe que não seria mais seu amigo 1 2 3 4 5 
Para se vingar de mim, um miúdo disse-me que não seria mais meu amigo 1 2 3 4 5 
 
10 
Defendi um miúdo quando ele estava a ser gozado ou excluído 1 2 3 4 5 
Um miúdo defendeu-me quando eu estava a ser gozado ou excluído 1 2 3 4 5 
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11 
Falei mal de um miúdo para que outros não gostassem dele 1 2 3 4 5 
Um miúdo falou mal de mim para que outros não gostassem de mim  1 2 3 4 5 
 
12 
Ameacei um miúdo que o magoaria ou lhe bateria 1 2 3 4 5 
Um miúdo ameaçou que me magoaria ou bateria 1 2 3 4 5 
 
13 
Dei tratamento de silêncio a um miúdo (não falei para ele de propósito) 1 2 3 4 5 
Um miúdo deu-me o tratamento do silêncio (não falou para mim de 
propósito) 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
14 
Disse coisas más sobre um miúdo para que os outros pensassem que ele é 
um falhado 
1 2 3 4 5 
Um miúdo disse coisas más sobre mim para que os outros pensassem que 
eu sou um falhado 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
15 
Ajudei um miúdo a fazer parte de um grupo ou conversa 1 2 3 4 5 
Um miúdo ajudou-me a fazer parte de um grupo ou conversa 1 2 3 4 5 
 
16 
Bati, pontapeei ou empurrei um miúdo de forma má 1 2 3 4 5 
Um miúdo bateu-me, pontapeou-me ou empurrou-me de forma má 1 2 3 4 5 
 
17 
Provoquei um miúdo de uma forma má ao dizer-lhe coisas rudes e chamar-
lhe nomes 
1 2 3 4 5 
Um miúdo provocou-me de forma má ao dizer-me coisas rudes ou chamar-
me nomes 
1 2 3 4 5 
 
18 
Passei tempo com um miúdo quando ele não tinha ninguém com quem estar 1 2 3 4 5 
Um miúdo passou tempo comigo quando eu não tinha mais ninguém com 
quem estar 
1 2 3 4 5 
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Appendix C 
Questionário de Dan Olweus (1989) adaptado para a população portuguesa por Beatriz Oliveira Pereira (2ª 
Versão) 
Assinala com uma cruz o quadrado que te diz respeito ou escreve nos espaços. 
1. Desde que este período começou quantas vezes te fizeram mal? (ex: ameaçarem-te, chantagearem-te, 
chamarem-te nomes, contarem segredos a teu respeito, porem-te de parte, baterem-te, empurrarem-te, 
tirar-te dinheiro, enviarem-te mensagens ameaçadoras, etc.)  
 
A Nenhuma C 3 ou 4 vezes 
    
B 1 ou 2 vezes D 5 ou mais vezes 
 
2. Quantas vezes os professores tentaram parar os rapazes ou as raparigas que fizeram mal a outros?  
 
A Não sei  C Às vezes 
    
B Nunca ou quase nunca D Muitas Vezes 
 
3. Quantas vezes os funcionários tentaram para os rapazes ou as raparigas que fizeram mal a outros?  
 
A Não sei  C Às vezes 
    
B Nunca ou quase nunca D Muitas Vezes 
 
4. Há rapazes ou raparigas que te defendem quando outros te tentam fazer mal? Marca só um quadrado.  
 
A Ninguém me fez mal  E 2 ou mais rapazes 
    
B Ninguém me ajudou F 2 ou mais raparigas 
    
C 1 rapaz G 1 rapaz e 1 rapariga 
    
D 1 rapariga H Rapazes e raparigas 
 
5. O que fazes quando vês um colega da tua idade a ser agredido na escola? Podes marcar mais do que um 
quadrado.  
 
A Nada, não é comigo  E Chamo alguém para ajudar 
    
B Nada, mas acho que devia ajudar F Ajudo só se for meu amigo ou amiga 
    
C Nada porque podem vingar-se de mim  G Ajudo mesmo que não conheça 
    
D Tento ajudá-lo ou ajudá-la como posso   
 
6. Quantas vezes fizeste mal a outro(s) colega(s) na escola, este período?  
 
A Nenhuma C 3 ou 4 vezes 
    
B 1 ou 2 vezes D 5 ou mais vezes 
 
7. Quantas vezes te juntaste a outros colegas para fazer mal a algum rapaz ou alguma rapariga na escola, 
este período?  
 
A Nenhuma C 3 ou 4 vezes 
    
B 1 ou 2 vezes D 5 ou mais vezes 
 
8. Quantas vezes tomaste parte em agressões a outros jovens no caminho da escola, este período?  
 
A Nunca C Cerca de 1 vez por semana 
    
B Só 1 ou 2 vezes D 2 ou mais vezes por semana 
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Appendix D 
 ---------- Mensagem encaminhada ----------  
De: mime-noreply@gepe.min-edu.pt 
Data: 6 de Novembro de 2013 às 10:20  
Assunto: Monotorização de Inquéritos em Meio Escolar: Inquérito nº 0170100011  
Para: dir@fpce.uc.pt, paulavagos@fpce.uc.pt 
 
 
Exmo(a)s. Sr(a)s.  
O pedido de autorização do inquérito n.º 0170100011, com a designação Validação do Peer 
Experience Questionnaire Revised, registado em 01-11-2013, foi aprovado.  
 
Avaliação do inquérito:  
Exmo(a) Senhor(a) Dr(a) Paula Vagos Venho por este meio informar que o pedido de 
realização de inquérito em meio escolar é autorizado uma vez que, submetido a análise, 
cumpre os requisitos, devendo atender-se às observações aduzidas. Com os melhores 
cumprimentos José Vitor Pedroso Diretor de Serviços de Projetos Educativos DGE  
 
 
Observações:  
a) A realização do Inquérito fica sujeita a autorização das Direções dos Agrupamentos 
de Escolas indicados. Merece especial atenção o modo, o momento e condições de 
aplicação dos instrumentos de avaliação e registo em meio escolar (porque onerosos na 
sua aplicação), devendo fazer-se em estreita articulação com as Direções das 
Escolas/Agrupamentos que autorizem a realização do estudo.  
b) Exige-se a garantia de anonimato dos respondentes, confidencialidade, proteção e 
segurança dos dados, considerando-se o disposto na Lei nº 67/98. Informamos que os 
inquiridos não devem ser identificáveis, seja pelo nome ou por qualquer outro modo de 
identificação pessoal direta ou indireta. Deve ser pedido consentimento informado e 
esclarecido do titular dos dados. No caso presente de inquirição de alunos menores 
(menos de 18 anos) este deverá ser atestado pelos seus representantes legais. As 
autorizações assinadas pelos Encarregados de Educação devem ficar em poder da 
Escola/Agrupamento ao qual pertencem os alunos. Não deve haver cruzamento ou 
associação de dados entre os que são recolhidos pelos instrumentos de inquirição e os 
constantes da declaração de consentimento informado.  
 
Pode consultar na Internet toda a informação referente a este pedido no endereço 
http://mime.gepe.min-edu.pt. Para tal terá de se autenticar fornecendo os dados de acesso da 
entidade. 
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Appendix E 
 
Caro encarregado de Educação,  
 
No âmbito do mestrado em Psicologia Forense da Universidade de Aveiro, está a ser 
realizada uma investigação cujo objetivo consiste em validar um instrumento. Este 
instrumento tem como finalidade avaliar comportamento de agressão e vitimização em 
contexto escolar de alunos entre o 5º e o 9º ano de escolaridade.  
Para a realização deste estudo gostaríamos de pedir a colaboração do vosso educando no 
preenchimento de m conjunto de questionários garantindo, desde já, a confidencialidade e 
o anonimato dos dados recolhidos e a sua utilização servirá apenas para fins científicos.  
Informamos ainda que esta investigação tem a devida autorização da Direção Geral de 
Inovação e Desenvolvimento Curricular (DGIDC) do Ministério da Educação, bem como 
da direção do estabelecimento de ensino que o seu educando frequenta.  
Agradeço desde já a atenção dispensada e a sua colaboração.  
 
A Professora Orientadora  
_______________________________________  
Paula Vagos  
 
 
 
A Mestranda  
_______________________________________  
Andreia Neto  
 
 
 
Assinatura do Encarregado de Educação  
_______________________________________ 
 
 
